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present parks superintendent, Earl Gaylor,
and our commission chairman, Sam L. Good.
Mr. Wirth, or “Connie” as a few fortunate
local citizens are privileged to call him, hasg
had -a proud, distinguished publle career
and as he voluntarily retires from the De-
partment of the Interlor, he does so with the
well-deserved approving applause of milllons
of grateful people, which we hope will touch
his heart and in some way reward him for
his lifelong dedication to the parks and
people of America, After retirement, in
January, we earnestly hope Mr. and Mrs.
Wirth will more often visit Wheeling, enjoy
our friendship, continue to glve us wise
counsel as our parks become increasingly
valuable each and every year, and rest com-
fortably in this appreciative community.

[From the Roanoke Times}
A PUBLIC SERVICE WELL DONE

One of this Nation's most important assets

is 1ts national park system which comprises
some 200 areas, including 31 parks, and cov-
erg 26 million acres, Each year the system
draws 100 milllon Americans to enjoy its
benefits.
" One of the men chlefly responslble for all
this 1s Conrad L. Wirth, who has just retired
after 12 years as Director of the National Park
Service. Mr. Wirth literally grew up with the
Park Service, having been with it in all but
the first 15 of its 47 years of existence, and
he deserves a great deal of credit for the
Service’s popularity both in Congress and
among Americans generally,

The familiar Mission 66 program designed
to greatly strengthen the national park sys-
tem was concelved by Mr. Wirth, who then
diligently worked for its approval and saw it
well on its way to fruition when he stepped
down. In this section of Virglnia, with its
great national forests and popular Blue
Ridge Parkway, Mr. Wirth is widely known
and his work appreciated,

Praise for the Park Service comes from
Senator Byrp, who sald, in commenting on
Wirth's retirement, “I regard the national
park system as one of the most worthwhile
of all Federal programs.” And Senator ByrRo
pald this tribute to Mr. Wirth in remarks on
the Senate floor: “I suspect there is no other
single man in the United States who has
done so much for the healthful recreation
and pleasure of s0 many people, along with
promoting conservation of our natural re-
sources and preservation - of our historic
areas.” In retirement as well as during his
more active years, Mr. Wirth has earned the
gratitude of millions of Americans.

[From the Conservation News, published by
the National Wildlife Federation]

Mission 66 A TESTIMONY To VISION OF
“CONNIE” WIRTH

As reported in the November 1, 1963, issue
of Conservation News, Conrad L. Wirth, Di~
rector of the National Park Service since
1951, is retiring from office In January 1964.
Born In 1899, “Connie” Wirth had already
logged many accomplishments and many
years of park experience when he became
Director. He has been a dedicated crusader,
putting his whole heart into the preserva-
tlon of the parks, at the same time maintain-
ing that “parks are for people.”

Wirth directed the Civillan Conservation
Corps, first the State and county work and
then the Department of the Interior’s entire
CCC program. This, it hag been said, ad-
vanced the Nation’s park program by at
least 20 years. In 1936, he Iinitiated the
movement which resulted in passage by Con-
gress of the Park, Parkway and Recreational
Area Study Act. But the crowning achieve-
ment of his career 1s Mission 66, the dra-
matic and imaginative National Park Sys-
tem development program which caught the
attention of the public and won the support
of Congress by the magnitude of tts design.
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In the 10 years following World War II, a
deep concern for the National Parks plagued
Conrad Wirth. The parks were deteriorating.
They had suffered through the lean war and
postwar years. Appropriations had been cut
to the bone, all but absolutely essential
work had stopped, and staffs had been
trimmed to mere skeleton forces. Yet, in
the postwar years, droves of visitors flocked
to the parks. Thelr impact hastened the
deterioration, Clearly, something had to be
done to call attention to the plight of the
parks. It was then that Wirth conceived a
fresh and objlective idea of park development,
and he gave it the name of Mission 66, to
commemorate in 1966 the b0th snniversary
of the National Park Service.

Wirth named a speclal task forece which
enunciated the following guidelines: Preser-
vation of park resources Is a basic require-
ment; substantial and appropriate use of the
National Park System is the best means of
assuring the perpetuation of the System; and
adequate and appropriate developments are
reguired for public use and appreciation of
any area, and for prevention of overuse.

From this beginning, the goals of Mission
66 evolved as: Befter public accommodations
and services; campgrounds, roads and other
improvements provided by the Government;
a more adequate, better-tralned staff; effec-
tive presentation and interpretation of the
historic and natural scene; acquisition of
needed park lands; cooperative planning for
a national recreation program; and preser-
vation of wilderness and the historic and
natural scene. . .

The parks already accommodate more vis-
itors than the number planned for by 1966.

The original goals are now reaching achieve- -

ment, and will continue under a new long-
range plan to provide for constantly growing
demands.

Thus, Mission 66 is a vital force that will
leave its mark upon the National Park System
and Service. This, in turn, will remain an
enduring testimony to the vision and devo-
tion of Conrad L. Wirth,

BRITISH BUS DEAL WITH COMMU-
NIST CUBA PROVES “BUST” OF AD-
MINISTRATION’S ANTI-CASTRO
TRADE POLICIES

(Mr. CRAMER (at the request of Mr.
BEERMANN) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous' mat-
ter.)

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, the
British bus deal with the Cuban Com-
munist Government proves what a com-
plete “bust” the administration’s efforts
to isolate, through trade restrictions,
Castro’s island fortress have been.

Our lack of real determination to pro-
vide needed leadership to accomplish
trade restrictions is best evidenced by the

administration’s failure to protest this

deal. This deal could be accomplished
only with the British Government’s ac-
quiescence, The opening of an office in
Havana by the British firm, Leyland
Motor, Ltd. specifically required ap-
proval by Castro and the British.

Such a sale, with an operating office
in Havana, amounts to tacit recognition
of the Castro government by Great
Britain and leads to the logical question,
“Is this the first step toward normaliz~
ing trade relations with Cuba, toward
eventual recognition?” .

This is an example of the natural after-
math of the administration’s push for
trade of wheat with Russia on credit be-
cause Great Britain can loglcally ask,
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“what is wrong with our trading buses
with the Communists when the U.S. Gov-
ernment is trading wheat on credit with
the Communists?”

It is obvious that the wheat on credit
deal has undercut the strength of our
moral position calling for trade restric-
tions against Communist Cuba in the
eyes of the world. We are reaping the
harvest of this clandestine compromise
already.

. The press report covering this bus deal,
from the Washington Post of Wednesday,
January 8, follows:

CasTrRO MAKES Bic Bus DrAL 1IN BRITAIV

Miamr, January 7.—The Fidel Castro gov-
ernment announced today a $10 million deal
with' a British firm in an effort to rehabili~
tate Cuba’s broken~down bus system.

Havana Radio said the agreement calls for
early delivery by Leyland Motor, Ltd., of 400
buses with 45-passenger capacity each and
#1.1 million in spare parts.

The broadcast, monitored here, sald the
British firm announced it will establish an
office in Havana with commercial and tech-
nical personnel,

In Washington, officials said the adminis-
tration has told Britain it is unhappy with
the sale but has flled no formal protest.
They sald the administration was aware of
negotiations between the British firmm and
Cubans, and had been in touch with the
British Government on this and other sales
to Cuba for a long time,

ARE TAXPAYERS FINANCING WHEAT
SHIPMENTS TO RUSSIA?

(Mr. FINDLEY (at the request of Idr.
BeermANN) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr, FINDLEY, Mr, Speaker, to what
extent are the U.S. taxpayers financing
bargain rate shipments of wheat to Rus-
sla? The strange secretly concluded
deal with Continental Grain Co, for ship~
ment of Durum wheat to Russia, just an-
nounced last week, leave many questions
unanswered.

Today I sent this telegram to Presi-
dent Johnson: .

On Monday I requested that you suspend
the export license to Continental Grain Co.
for shipment of durum wheat to Russia
until questionable legal aspects are clarified.
My request is even more urgent and per-
tinent in light of conflicting statements
yesterday by two members of your Cabinet.

The American people are deeply concerned
about this strange new policy of using U.S.
tax dollars to finance trade with the Com-
munists and are entitled to know which
Cabinet officer has the facts straight.

Agriculture Secretary Freeman stated yes-
terday to the House wheat subcommittee
that the 72-cent subsidy approved for Con-
tinental did not include a subsidy for ship-
ping. Mr. Freeman described my ques-
tioning on this point as spurious.

The same day Commerce Secretary Hodges
told a press conferemnce it was his under-
standing that the shipping subsidy was in-
cluded and was the reason why Continental
got the abnormally high subsidy. As the
officer responsible for issuing export licenses
to Communist countries, Secretary Hodges
certainly should know what he is talking
about.

If the shipping subsidy was included, what
is the legal awuthority for this?

If no shipping subsidy was included, what
authority and justification can be given for
granting preferential treatment to a Com-
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munist country? This is especiaily dis-
tressing in view of Secretary Freeman's ed-
mission to the wheat subcommittee that he
had denied preferential treatment to at least
one free-world customer a few days before
he granted the bargain to Russia.

The best price friendly countries have re-
celved recently was 58 cents on December 19.

In his testimony Becretary Preemsn also
admitted the barguin to Contlnental was
not on a competitive bid basis, and indeed,
50 far ms he knew, was the only bid for
durum wheat that day. What I8 the au-
thority for grantinz preferential treatment
to Continental?

I respectfully repeat my request that the
export license be suspended until question-
able legal aspects are clarified and until
conflicts in statements by your two Cabinet
officers are resolved.

PauL FINDLEY,
Member of Congress.

I challenged the legality of the trans-
action in a letter Mondey to the Comp-
troller General, Joseph Campbell. The
text of my letter follows:

Dear MR. CampBeLL: I would appreciate
& report at the earliest possible date on gues-
tlonable legal aspects of the cxport transace
tion announced Friday by the Department
of Agriculture, involving the sale of about
13 million bushels of Durum wheat to Con-
tinental Grain Co. for resale to Russia.

1. It appears to me that the Department
of Agriculture exceceded its authority in
granting an abnormally high export sub-
sldy In thls transaction. The rate pald was
721, cents a bushel, 14%, cents & bushel
higher than that gr:nted for recent exports
of the same wheat variety.

In fact, the Wall &treet Journal today re-
ports as follows: “Underlining the abnor-
mally big subsidy on the Durum destined for
Russia is the fact that on December 30 the
Department refused to pay a 69-cent sub-
sidy on 110,000 bushels, and on Friday re-
fused to pay 73 cents on 37,333 bushels.
These smaller export deels were for Durum
to be exported to fr2e world destinations.”

Most news reports explain the abnormal
export subsidy as an Indirect subsidy to
cover part of the cost of ocean shipping.

The Associated Press on Janusary 5, report-
ing the Continental 3rain transaction sald,
"One Department ofiiclal questioned about
the possibility that the Durum subsidy in-
cluded both an export and s transportation
subsidy denled flatly -~hat there was & trans-
poriation subsidy. 3ut another said the
Depariment does not contend that no in-
direct transportation subsidy Is invoived.”

These questlons arise:

Does the Department of Agriculture have
the legal suthorlty to grant preferential
treatment in establishing export subsidy
rates cn durum wheat? It ls guite clear that
Contlrental Grain Co, was singled out for
this special rate. This preferential rate was
not announced publicly to the trade in ad-
vance, and since the announcement of the
Continental transaction, the preferential rate
has been withdrawn.

Did the Department of Agriculture seek
compesitive blds before granting the abnor-
mal subsidy? If not, why not? Does the
Department of Agriculture have the author-
ity to grant subsidies on commercial ship-
Ping beyond U.S. porta?

If 30, does the Department of Agriculture
have authority to Include an Indirect trans-
portation subsidy in establishing an export
subsidy rate? It is my understanding that
the authority for estadlishing export subsi-
dles cannot include the cost of transporta-
tlon beyond U.S. ports.

If ths hidden freight subsidy 1s construed
to be legal, 18 the Government guaranteed
a refund If the freight subsidy {8 not needed
in 1ts entirety?

2. It appears that the Depertment of Com-
merce violated its own published regula-
tions In tssulng the export license for this
transaction.

I call your attention to Export Bulletin
B83 of the Commerce Department, issued
November 13, 1963, which. requires each ex-
port license application must be sccompa-
nled by form PC 842. This form must st
the quantity, velue of commodities Involved,
and numerous other detalls. Was it prop-
erly fliled out in advance of the Issuance of
the license to Continental? From what I
have learned, It appears impossible that this
requirement could have been met.

This question arlses:

Dlid the Commerce Department have the
legal authority to walve reguiations in {ssu-
ing the export license to Continental?

Prompt attention to this request is In the
public Interest, as this bigarre transaction,
if not challenged, may be cited as the prece-
dent for future deals.

Sincerely yours,
PAUL FiNDLEY.

Text of my telegram on Monday to the
President:

Rerpectfully urge that you suspend the ex-
port license to Continental Graln Co., which
Friday received an abnormally high export
subsidy for shipment of durum wheat to
BRussia, until questifonable legal aspects of
the deal are clarified by the Comptrolier
General,

PavL Finouey,
Member of Congress.

THE OTTO &QTEP CASE UP TO

(Mr. HOSMER (at the request of Mr,
BEERMANN) was granted bermission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.) -

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, on De-
cember 30, last, the respected American
Becurity Council issued a paper prepared
by 1ts Washington bureau chief, Frank
J. Johnson, bringing up to date the facts
on the Otto Otepka case. Because of
its important relevance to the national
security, I have asked the paper be here
reproduced in full as follows:

THE CasE oF O1T0 OTEPKA

On Beptember 23, 1863, a long-smolder-
ing issuc broke Into public view when the
State Deparument served noti¢e on the Chief
of the Evaluation Division of the Office of
Securily, Otlo Otepka that is proposed to
fire him for actions unbecoming to an of-
ficer of the Department of State. On No-
vember 5, 1983, Otepka's answer to the
charges was disregarded and the action was
carried out subject to appeal and review by
Secretary Rusk.

The reasons given for firing Otepka are
based miainly on charges that he cooperated
with the Senate Internal Becurity Subcom-
mittee (8ISS) In the course of its still
contlnuing Investigation Into State Depart-
ment security procedures. The real reason,
however, apparently lies "in Otepka's obstl-
nate and consclentious effort to do his job
too well. In trying to keep persons of ques-
tionable character or afiliation out of sen-
sitive Government positions, he made a nui-
sance of himself In the eyes of his superiors.
In placing loyalty to country, as he saw it,
above Institutional loyalty to the State De-
partment, he violated the latter's code. In
the eyes of State Departinent officials, he is
out of step with the times.

Mr. Otepka 18 & professional security of-
ficer and a good one. He came Lo the State
Department in 1853 as n personnel securlty
evaluator under the late Scott McLeod. In
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1860 his State Department eficiency report
noted his long experience with and extreme-
ly broad knowledge of laws, regulations, rules,
criteria, and procedures in the fleld of per-
sonnel securlty, He is knowledgeable of
communism and its subversive efforts in the
United States. To this he adds perspective,
balance and good judgment, This was the
last  efficiency report he recelved. His
knowledge for correct Procedures and Insist-
énce that they be carried out was to lead to
his undoing.

On January 20, 1862, Otepka was down-
graded from Deputy Director of the Office of
Becurity to Chief of the Evaluation Division.
This Division has authority to clear persons
who do not, in the judgment of its Chief,
warrant an adverse ruling, Where there is
derogatory Informatlon, the case is required
to proceed through higher channels; any
higher official may overrule the Evaluation
Division and grant a clearance, but only the
Deputy Under Secretary for Administration
may concur and suspend the individual.
After hearings are held only the Secretary
of State may actually separate the man.

This procedure has particular application
to Otepka, because it concerns a security
case In which he was importantly involved—
that of Willlam Arthur Wieland., 1In part,
this case s Tresponsible for Otepka’s troubles.

These dificulties really began In 1859 when
the new Director of the Office of Security,
William Boswell, a Forelgn Service officer who
was not a security expert, announced that
Re was golng to elimlnate the “McLeod
image.” Scott McLeod had been the fArst
Administrator of the Bureau of Security and
Consular Affairs unti] 1957. MecLéod's strict
procedures succeeded in eliminating many
Becurity rleks from the State Department,
though apparently at some cost to the “mo-
rale” of B number of Forelgn Service officers,
Boswell proposed to Place Foreign Service of-
ficers in a position to check on other Foreign
Service officers—an Brrangement to which
Otepka objected in principle,

Otepka personally worked on two major
personnel security cases—John Stewart
Bervice and Willilam Wieland. Service hag
been separated from the State Department
in 1850 for turning over documents to Philip
Jaffe, publisher of Amerasia magazine (a
definitely pro-Communist pubHeation), He
was ordered reinstated by the Supreme Court
in 1856. In readjudicating hils case, Otepka
found that he was not g loyalty risk, but
raised questions as to his Judgment and con-
duct. | Service was subsequently cleared on
all counts and sent as consul general to
Liverpool. He retired in 1961. Wieland was
& Btate Department desk officer who had a
hand in shaping U.8. pollcy toward Cuba,
both before and after Castro’s takeover, To
his superiors, he was an apologist for Castro,
aithough he told friends privately as early
as 1958 that Castro “is g Communist.” A
full security check was done on Wieland in
response to an allegation that he, himself,
was a Communlist. Otepka's conclustons did
not support this charge, but did ralse gues-
tions as to Wieland's Integrity, based in part
on falsehoods In his testimony before the
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee.

» Nevertheless, Wieland was “cleared"” by Roger
Jones, Deputy Under Secretary for Adminis-
tration. He did &0 in SBeptember 1961 on the
basis of only the “digest” of the Wieland
findings, without first obtaining the recom-
mendation of the intervening head of the
Bureau of Security and Consular Affalrs, and
without notifying the Office of Security of
his decision. Not until January 25, 1962—
1 day after the Wieland case was raised at
a Presidential news conference, was Otepka
notified in writing by Boswell that Jones had,
In fact, closed out the Wieland case. Otepka
objected to these irregular procedures. In
the Service case the procedure in clearing
bim had at least been correct: not so in the
case of Wieland.
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Another of Otepka's assignments, begin-
ning in October 1960, was to integrate new
information into the security files of high-
ranking Presidential appointees. In some
cases there he discovered that there was de-
rogatory informafion on these individuals,
including affiliation with Communist front
organizations.

This was the general situation when Otto
Otepka initlally testified before the Senate
Internal Security Subcommitiee—at its re-
quest—on November 16, 1961, regarding per-
sonnel reductions in the Office of Security:
He and his immediate superior, Boswell, did
not see eye to eye on how best to run the
Office of Security; Otepka disagreed with the
fAnal decisions made to clear both service
and Wieland and had pointed out irregli-
larities in the procedures followed with Wie-
land; the position which he held, that of
Deputy Director of Security, was about to be
abolished and he, himeelf, downgraded, in
part because 1t was alleged that his work on
the Wieland case and his continuing work
on the Presidential appointees was Inter-
fering with his administrative responsibili-
ties as Deputy Director—an allegation which
he denies. In his testimony, Otepka stead-
fastly honhored his commitment not to re-
veal confidential information, but otherwise
he related facts and expréssed his opinions
to the SISS honestly and frankly. This
testimony was a further lrritant to his su-
periors. .
" Early in 1962 Otepka first became aware
that Secretary of State Rusk had granted
152 security waivers to high-ranking State
Department personnel on the basis of noth~
ing more than national agency checks, pend-
ing a more complete background investiga-
tion. This had been done only five times
during the previous administration, While
this procedure may sometimes be defensible
on the grounds that & new man’s services are
urgently needed, there were some of the 162
cases where the agency checks disclosed de-
rogatory information, including possible

‘

Communist afiliation. Furthermore, Otepka

learned, and brought to the attention of his
superiors, the fact that some persons had
been appointed to State Department jobs,
without any notification whatsoever to the
. Office of Security. He also discovered ex-
amples of backdating security waivers and
clearances. On March 8, 1062, both Boswell
and Jones denied to the SISS any knowledge
of this procedure, but as a result of a memo-~
randum to that effect from Otepka, Jones
was first forced to report to the subcommit-
 tee on March 20, that an investigation was
underway and then to report on April 30
that there had been 152 waivers and a total
of 44 cases of backdating waivers and clear-
ances.’ '

The  point ai issue, in all this, was that-

the Department of State was allowing un-
authoriZed personnel, not provably safe, to
handle classified material and was then seek-
ing to ‘“cover up" for this laxity by back-
dating the clearances and even the walvers.
Otepka’s crime lay in telling about these
irregular procedures and in so doing, causing
embarrassment to Boswell and Jones.
Otepka’s testimony on April 12, 1962,
brought the facts to the surface and caused
Roger Jones, on June 7, to state to the sub-
committee that while he did not challenge
anything Otepka said, “I don't think it
the testimony-—was appropriate.” Otto
Otepka had by now become a major annoy-
ance to the Department of State.

An effort was made about this time to rid
the Security Office of the troublesome Otepka
by assigning him to instruction at the Na-
tional War College. Ordinarily, this is a
very desirable assignment, and Otepka at

first accepted it. He changed his mind, how-
ever, when he realized that the motivation
in sending him to the War College was to
get rid of him. In April 1962, John Reilly,
a Justice Department attorney succeeded
Boswell as Director of the Security Office, al-
legedly with instruction to “do a job on the
Security Office and get Otepka.”

Reilly stated to Otepka that he would
have no reemployment rights in the Secu-
rity Office after finishing at the War College,
whereupon Otepka declined the appoint-
ment. Jones testified on June 7 that the
War College assignment for Otepka was de-
cided upon in connection with the guestion
of what we could do to get him out from un-
der stress.

Events took their course. On September
10, 1962, Otepka submitted a memotrandum
to Reilly recommending that certain ap-
pointees to the Advisory Committee on In-
ternational Organizations not be cleared on
a blanket basls without further investiga-
tion because there was derogatory informa-
tion about some of them. The recommenda-
tion was overruled. About the same time,
new derogatory information came to light
on the Wieland case, causing it to be re-
opened. Early in 1963, Rellly asked Otepka
to voluntarily disqualify himself from fur-
ther .interest in the case because of his
strong feelings. Otepka refused, although
he did state to Reilly that he did not wish

to get too fully involved lest it take him off -

of his other duties.

At some point, Reilly came to suspect
that Otepka might be cooperating privately
with the SISS counsel, J. G. Sourwine, in
the latter’s efforts to get to the bottom of
the situation. Both Reilly and Otepka testi-
fied in February, 1963 and it was after that,
on March 13, that Reilly directed a surrep-
titlous inspection of the contents of Otepka's
“purn bag” (wastebasket for classified in-
formation). On March 19 the burn bag
search was successful, because a carbon paper
was discovered containing a list of ques-
tions which Otepka prepared for Sourwine,
who later asked them of Reilly.
tion, a typewriter ribbon was discovered on
June 10 containing additional proposed ques-
tions which Otepka furnished to Sourwine.

Otepka admits the validity of this evidence,
which is the basis of one of the charges
against him. He also acknowledges a second

_charge—that he turned over tcertain docu-

ments to Sourwine. This came about in the
following way:

In February and March 1963, Otepka testi-
fied four times before the Internal Security
Subcommitiee in executive (closed) session,
in all cases at the request of the subcom-
mittee. During April and May Reilly testi-
fied five times, after having been furnished
a transcript of Otepka’s testimony. The
testimony of the two put them in sharp
confiict with each other concerning certain
facts, (Otepka’s questions for Sourwine
probably helped to bring out this conflict.)
Sourwine pointed this out to Otepka on
May 23, 1963 and showed him the transcript
of Reilly’s testimony. One important dis-
crepancy related to Otepka’s September 10
1062 memorandum to Reilly. Despite the
memorandum, Reilly testified that there was
no substantial derogatory information on
any of the elght appolntees and that the
case of only one of them had even been
brought to his attention prior to their ap=-
pointment. Other Reilly testimony dis-
paraged Otepka’s integrity and emotional
balance. :

Otepka had long felt that both his pro-
fesslonal competence and character were un-
der attack. He felt morally and legally en-
titled to defend himself now that his acouser

In addi- -
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was on record with untruthful testimony.
Therefore, he dreW. up a 39-page memoran-
dum answering the Reillly statements and
accompanying it with certain documents
which supported his own position. Among
these documents was a copy of his Septem-
ber 10, 1962 memorandum to Reilly, which
he himself had classified “confidential,” and
a copy of a Reilly memorandum dated Sep-
tember 17, 1062 which indicated that he
(Reilly) was familiar with Otepka’s memor-
andum. The documents disproved Rellly’s
assertion that Otepka had never presented
the derogatory information to him.

Otepka’s superiors sald nothing to him
about the first burn bag discovery, but after
the second one on June 10, they evidently
decided that he could no longer be tolerated
and must be eliminated in the near future.
The furnishing of questions to Mr. Sourwine
did not in itself violate any written regula~
tion. For the purpose of makiug a legal
case against him, it was necessary to charge
him with the technical crime of “declassi-
fication” and “mutilation” of classified
documents without following the prescribed
procedure. The “evidence,” all allegedly dis-
covered in his burn bag on June 18, consisted
of xeroxed copies of the tops and Fottoms of
classified documents. The clippings con-
tained the classification indicators of the
documents. This is the third general charge
against Otepka.

Otepka denies emphatically that he had
anything to do with the clippings. He is
not even specifically charged with doing the
clipping—only that they were found in his
burn bag. No charge is made that the declas-
sified documents were subsequently turned
over to the SISS, although that is the un-
official implication. TUnless such a charge is
formally made the simple technical violation
is meaningless. Every- intelligence, analyst
in Washington violates the same “rule”
everytime he tears up a classified document
and throws it in his burn bag. It is done
by everyone. Otherwise, files would soon
overflow.

Again, however, the point is simply that
Otepka’s superiors found it necessary, ap-
parently, to “plant” evidence of this sort in
his burn bag in order to build a legal case
against him. (This is almost certainly the
case if Otepka’s denial is true.) Even after
June 18 (the last day of the burn bag sur-
veillance), nothing was said to him. In-
stead, on June 27, without warning, he was
locked out of his office, denied access to
files and placed in isolation. e was given
the job of writing a new handbook on se-
curity matters but was provided no materials
to work with and no secretary. There was
no explanation whatever—only a lecture
from Reilly on “institutional loyalty” to the
State Department. Otepka’s answer was
that he placed loyalty to country first.

The State Department hoped, apparently,
that this procedure might cause Otepka to
quit in disgust, thus avoiding the necessity
of bringing the charges against him which it
was preparing. But on August 12, 1963,
Otepka again testified in executive session
and this time the State Department liaison
officer was asked to leave the room. Otepka
now had less reason to worry about the sen-
sitivities of those who were tormenting him,

Three days later, on August 15, Otepka
was subjected to an FBI interrogation, dur-
ing which he voluntarily and openly re-
counted all his actions, including the fact
that he turned over to Sourwine the two
documents which proved Reilly’s testimony
to be incorrect as well as another unclassi-
fled document relating to personnel clear-
ance procedures. Such a voluntary admis-
sion to the FBI concerning these documents
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strengthens the vericity of Otepka’s denial
of any knowledge of the burn bag clippings
and supports the suggestion that they were
plants.

The FBI interrogation thus provided this
additional basis fcr the charges against
Otepka, and his testimony to the SISS of
August 12 (State i3 still in ignorance of
what he sald that day) provided the final
impetus to fire him, which has now occurred.
On August 15 an order was issued prohibit-
ing members of the Becurity and Passport
Offices from contacting or testifying before
the SISS without e<press permission. De-
spite indications from Secretary Rusk on
Octoder 22 that thir ban would be relaxed,
it remains officially In force.

On November 9, & new wrinkle in the
Otepka case occurred when the SISS revealed
thet Rellly and tw) other State Depart-
ment officlals had written letters to the sub-
committee clarifying thelr testimony of July
and August in which all three had cate-
gorically denied that any order had been
given or attempt made to install listening
devices in Otepka’s ofice. The letters fol-
lowed a charge by Senator Doop in the Sen-
ate on November 6 uhat “although a Btate
Department official has denled under oath
that this was done, the Subcommittee on
Interaal BSecurity hus proof that the tap
was Installed.” Now Rellly admitted, in his
clarifcation that on March 18, 1963, he had
directed Mr. Elmer H{N, Chief of the Division
of Technical Services, “tc undertake a survey
of the feasibility of intercepting conversa-
tions in Mr. Otepka's office.” According to
Rill’s letter, that evering he “altered the ex-
isting wiring in the .elephone in Mr. Otep-
ka's cffice.” Both men claimed that the at-
tempi to overhear cor versations was dropped
after the first burn Lag discovery on March
19, but the contrast withh their flat denlals
under oath that any such attempt had been
made caused the Stete Department to put
both men on “adminlstrative leave” pend-
ing an investigation. On November 18, 1963.
they both resigned und Hill, in a further
clarification, admittei to the Senate com-
mittee that the tap cn Otepka's phone had,
in fact, been succes:ful and conversations
had been recorded. Under these circum-
stances, the credibllity of the State Depart-
ment’s witness has become open to serious
doubt.

Thus we have the Otepka case as it now
stands. It ssems likely to become a “cause
celebre” in American politics. Otepka was
not, apparently, a popular man: he rubbed
many people the wrcng way. The charges
that ae cooperated with the SISS counsel
In preparing some of his questions and that
he turned over at least three documents to
him are true by his own admisslon. There
can bs no question, bowever, of the legality
of hls action, because the right of a Govern-
ment employee to furnish Information to
congressional committees 1s estublished by
statute. The United States Code, title 5,
paragraph 852(d) reads: “(d) The right of
persons employed in the clvil service of the
Unlited States, either individually or col-
lectively, to petition Congress, or any Mem-
ber thereof, or to furnish information to
either House of Congiess or to any commit-
tee or member therecf, shall not be denied
or interfered with.”

A Presidential direc:ive of March 13, 1948,
under which Otepka is charged, does not
prohibit disclosure of information absolutely,
but proscribes the diiclosure of documents
“relative to the loy:lity of employees or
prospective employees® except under a spe-
cial procedure for determining whether it is
in the public interest w0 do so—a determina-
tion to be made only 3y the President. But
any such procedure was foreciosed to Otepka,
politics being politics, ’

The points Immediaely at issue therefore,
are whether, considering all the circum-~
stances, 1t was ethically proper for Otepka

to give the documents to the BISS counsel
and whether it is proper for the State De-
partment to fire him for baving done so.

In judging this question 1t should be
noted that Otepka never at ANy time stated
anything but the truth, nor is he Anywhere
charged with prevarication. His actions were
80 justifiable, in his own eyes, that he pre-
pared his questions for Sourwine In his of-
fice, giving them to his secretary to type.
He testified in every instance at the request
of the Senate Internal Security Subcommit-
tee. Hc provided the SISS with information
only because it was pointed out to him that
his testimony was at variance with that of
his superiors and that they were nttacking
his competence and integrity. The informa-
tion which he provided supports his own
statements and casts serious doubt on the
truthfulness of some of those who now ac-
cuse him. At least two instances of un-
truthfulness on their part have now been
admitted. This casts doubt on the charac-
ter of some of the men who have been re-
sponsible for State Department security. It
is surely proper to ask who I8, in fact, guilty
of conduct “unbecoming an officer of the
Department of State"—he who told the truth
or those who told something less than the
truth.

The more important question, which the
Otepka case symbolizes, 1s whether or not
the procedures which Otepka criticized, and
which led him to be Impaled on the horns
of the dilemma, do allow genuine security
risks to occupy sensitive State Department
positions. The Department argues in the
negative.

“We are not witch hunting any more,” a
spokesman says, adding that "we have no
security rieks, and he knows it.” Otepka
replies only that he does not know of any
Communlsts in the State Department. There
are other kinds of securlty risks and the
laxity exposed by Otepka leaves litlle reason
for confidence in the Department's handling
of Its own security matters.

Perhaps Otepka s gullty of overzealous-
ness in the performance of his duty. But if
80, the American people are well served by
such & man who at least places loyaity to
duty and country above office politics.

Let us with Otto Ctepka well.

NEW YEAR'S SPEECH BY THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF
POLAND

(Mr. DERWINSKI (at the request of
Mr. BEERMANN) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD, and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as
we continue the legislative schedule of
the day following the state of the Union
message by the President earlier this
afternoon, I belleve it to be most appro-
priate for me Lo direct the attention of
the Members of the House to the New
Year's speech by the President of the
Republic of Poland.

His Excellency August Zaleski, Presi-
dent of the Republic of Poland, addressed
members of the Polish Government in
exile and representatives of Polish or-
ganizations and of the Polish community
in Greal Britain on January 5, 1964:
NEW YEAR'S SPEECH BY THr PRESIDENT OF

THE REPUBLIC OF POLAND (LONDON, JANU-

ARY 5, 1964)

Looking back as usual at the past year and
the world situation, we are struck by the
fact that new people have taken up the reins
of office in many of the Western countries.
We Bee this in the United States, Great
Britaln, Italy, and in West Germany. The
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change in the United States was caused by
a crime which shook the whole world.

On the other hand, there were no changes
of this kind in the East, where power re-
mains In the hands of the same Communist
autocrats as before,

Likewise, Poland is still governed by the
same people obediently carrying out the
orders of their Russian masters, The free
expression of thought is still stified there,
and religlon is stlll persecuted. The free-
dom o0f the monasteries s restricted ever
more greatly, the bullding of new churches
and religious Instruction are hampered
whilst all the chicanery of a svstem of exces-
sively high taxatlon is constantly applied.
In the campalgn against the church, methods
are often used which make the Communist
regime simply ridiculous in the eyes of the
civilized world. Celebrating the millenary
of Poland’s conversion to Christiantty, the
International Unlon of Catholle Women pub-
lished a collection of sermons, speeches, and
wrilings by the Cardinsl Primste of Po.
land. Sixty thousand coples of this publica-
tion were sent to Poland as a gift. Although
the collection comprised texts already known
in Poland, the Communist authorities selzed
the whole edition and sent it to the Jezlorna
papermills for puiping.

In the economic field, Poland is suffering
the same shortcomings as the whole Soviet
Empire. When, after nearly BO years of
Communist rule in Russla, the lords of the
Kremlin made the “epochmeaking discovery”
that agricultural production can be increased
by using artificial fertilizers, the chief of
the Warsaw regime hastily observed the
same and promised to Increase “the level
of mineral fertilizers” during the next few
years. Not unexpectedly, he announced this
will be done gradually and by dint of eco-
nomles In expenditure on the extension of
“soclal, cultural, and sporting life" as also
on “the building of dwelling accommoda-
tion.” ‘There can be no talk of decreasing
outlays on the heavy Industries, so neces.
sary to Russla. The Communist Economic
Community, Comecon, remalns under the
orders of the Russian authorities and would
in fact never agree to this. In short, the
Interests of the Polish consumer will again
be sacrificed to builld up the power of the
Russlan Empire,

Nonetheless, funds will be found to
strengthen the censorship, for things have
come t0 such A pass that some writers go
80 far as to publish press articles In which
they demand that the population be pro-
vided with such luxuries as bread, meat—
even coffee and tea. These lacks are, of
course, moat sedulously concealed from
Western tourlsts, who are speclally catered
for.

If it comes to that, we can frankly state
that many people in the West have no wish
to perceive the real state of affairs not only
in east-central Europe but also in the whole
Soviet Empire. One has the impression that
these people wish to be decelved so that
they could quietly enjoy the prosperity cur-
rent In the Western world. There are some
who imagine it will be possible to establish
an alllance with Russla to face the com-
mon menace of China; they forget that the
Russo-Chinese differences of opinion do not
extend to the main goal of the Communists—
to revolutionize all mankind—but merely
concern the means by which communism is
to be imposed upon the whole world.

There are even some people, In Amerlca,
who assert that the Sovlet police-state sys-
tem malntains order and a regulated life
amongst 200 million Russians and the many
edditional millions of population in the so-
called sateliite countries; that the disintegra-
tion of the Russlan Communist empire,
while contributing to an extension of free-
dom, would nevertheless be o catastrophe for
the set order of the world even greater than
was disappearance of the Austro-Hungarian
monarchy from the map of Europe,
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